Supplementary Methods

NOAA historical topographic sheets
We mapped changes in mangrove area at three sites in the ecotone, Matanzas Inlet, Ponce Inlet, and Cocoa Beach, using historical topographic sheets (t-sheets) from NOAA's Coast Survey. These maps depict coastlines and coastal vegetation type. T-sheet maps were produced at a scale of 1:20,000 from field surveys and photographs. Due to the resolution of these maps, scattered individual mangroves in a larger area of saltmarsh are likely not identified. As a result, we relied on the maps to identify larger contiguous stands of mangroves. Maps were scanned and georeferenced to an array of ground control points by NOAA. We manually digitized mangrove polygons and calculated total mangrove area for each t-sheet. The symbology used to identify mangroves varied across dates, so we used t-sheets from south Florida (where mangroves were more dominant) as a reference for each date.
Historical photographs of Fort Matanzas
We characterized changes in mangrove abundance adjacent to Fort Matanzas using a series of historical photographs taken between 1900 and 2018. We obtained photos of Fort Matanzas dating back to 1900 from the Florida Department of State Division of Library and Information Services and Wikimedia Commons. All photos are free from all known copyright restrictions under the Creative Commons Public Domain Mark 1.0. In order to facilitate comparisons through time, we selected photos that provide the same perspective of the fort. One set of photos was taken facing the front of the fort ( Fig. 4 ), another set was taken facing the rear of the fort (Fig. S2) , and a third set looking out over the adjacent marsh from the fort's gun deck ( Fig. S6 ). George Inlet.
Surveys of northernmost population of mangroves
Limitations
There are limitations to our historical mixed methods approach that result from challenges inherent in acquiring repeated observations of a given area over long time periods. We have separated discussion of these limitations into two categories: limitations associated with our model of mangrove suitability and limitations associated with the historical datasets.
Uncertainty in mangrove suitability model
It was a challenge to obtain a time series of quantitative data on mangrove cover that spanned multiple mangrove-saltmarsh regime shifts (>70 years). Furthermore, we needed to use a site that had not experienced major coastal development during the past century. These restrictions explain why we had to develop our ecotone mangrove suitability model using data from a single location, North Matanzas, which is part of the Guana Tolomato Matanzas National Estuarine Research Reserve. Availability of aerial imagery at this site limited the number of sample points we could obtain for the relationship between FDD and mangrove cover. We believe that changes at North Matanzas are representative of the entire ecotone based on observations of more recent shifts towards mangrove dominance (1) . However, we recognize that at any given time, absolute measures of mangrove abundance such as percent cover are likely to vary greatly across the ecotone due to latitude and local variability in coastal geomorphology, hydrology, and development. This is why we created a unitless metric of mangrove suitability for our ecotone model. Furthermore, we used relatively conservative definitions of mangrove and saltmarsh dominance (> 0.6 and < 0.3 respectively) to address uncertainty in our model. It is also important to note that our model only captures climate-driven changes in the relative suitability of mangroves and salt marsh. Other geomorphological, hydrological, and ecophysiological processes will also impact localscale changes in mangrove abundance (2) . For example, development along the east coast of Florida has certainly resulted in loss of both mangroves and saltmarsh since the late 1700s, leading to a reduction in the absolute cover of coastal wetlands. In the mid 1900s large-scale diking of wetlands for mosquito control altered the hydrology of many coastal systems and led to losses of wetland vegetation (3) . There is also likely variability in the freeze tolerance across mangrove life stages and phenotypes, which may lead to local variability in response to extreme freeze events (4) (5) (6) .
Challenges associated with analysis of historical data
There are a number of challenges associated with using historical documents to draw conclusions about changes in the abundance and distribution of species (7) . For example, the number of observations is unlikely to be consistent across space and time (observation bias), and some documents will be lost or destroyed (preservation bias). As a result, we recognize that a lack of observations of mangroves does not necessarily represent absence. To address these biases, we attempted to identify declines in mangrove abundance using time series of comparable observations (see NOAA historical topographic sheets and Historical photographs of Fort Matanzas) or observations of mangrove mortality. However, temporal resolution of the NOAA historical topographic sheets data was limited, which was why we were only able to obtain 2-3 image dates per location.
There have been some renovation activities undertaken at Fort Matanzas since the United States took responsibility for the fort in 1821. We have examined a detailed description of these activities (8) , and do not believe that they would have a major impact on our interpretation of mangrove dynamics at this site. One exception is that shoreline stabilization projects in the 1960s and 1970s may have negatively impacted mangroves around the time that the photos in Figure S2c (1964), S6a (1969), and 4c (1981) were taken. However, Figure S2c shows some small mangroves in front of the fort that survived construction activities. Also, Figure S6a was probably less impacted by these activities, as it provides a view over a large expanse of saltmarsh, and it is unlikely that construction would impact mangroves that far from the fort. As a result, we believe that the expansion of mangroves observed between 1981 and 2018 (Fig 4c & 4d) and between 1969 and 2018 ( Fig. S6) was not simply an artifact of the timing of construction at the fort. 
